Complainant testified that he worked as a mechanic's helper
the first day of his employment by respondent (Tr. 5) , that he
worked as a mechanic on other occasions, that he worked in re-
spondent's shop and hauled powder (Tr. 32), that he helped in-
stall a track on a D-6 dozer, changed oil, and did other work
on dozers, such as replacing a muffler (Tr. 42; 63-64) .  White
himself testified that he assigned complainant various kinds
of work other than operating a dozer, including just cleaning
up in the shop, and that he always paid complainant the wages
of a dozer operator even when he was only doing the work of an
ordinary laborer (Tr. 252; 279).

Complainant agreed that he did refuse to operate a back
dump on one occasion because the work to be performed was very
close to a steep bank and complainant did not believe that he
had the expertise required for operating the back dump in that
situation (Tr. 79).  Complainant said that no argument developed
when he declined to operate the back dump (Tr. 71) .  Complainant
also declined to fill explosives holes on July 3, 1979, the day
of his discharge, because the foreman offered the job in what
complainant believed to be a degrading manner (Tr. 72-73).  Al-
though White claimed that none of the dozer operators laid off
on June 12, 1982, had ever refused to perform any kind of work
they were asked to do (BPTr. 115; 120), he did not give any
examples of the kinds of work which any of them were qualified
to do in addition to operating dozers; therefore, the record
contains no facts which would support a finding that the dozer
operators laid off on June 12, 1982, had any more ability to
perform a variety of tasks than complainant possessed.

I pointed out at the hearing that I was not certain that
it was even appropriate to consider versatility in addition to
seniority in trying to determine the date on which complainant
would have been discharged for economic reasons if he had not
been unlawfully discharged on July 3, 1979, and respondent's
counsel was given a period of 30 days within which to file a
brief in support of his argument that I should take into con-
sideration complainant's alleged lack of versatility in making
a determination as to the date when he would have been laid
off for economic reasons (BPTr. 126).  At the end of the 30-day
period, respondent's counsel filed on August 15, 1983, a letter
in which he stated that he had been unable to find any cases
directly in point on the issue of whether versatility should be
given any weight over seniority in making a determination as to
when employees should be laid off when a company is reducing
its work force.  I have not been able to find any cases which
discuss that point either.  Even if I had found some cases
which show that versatility should be considered in addition
to^seniority, I still believe that it would be improper to give
weight to versatility in the absence of any evidence to support
such a contention.  As I have demonstrated above, there is no
evidence in this record to show that complainant would have
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